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ABSTRACT : icon ie oe 
Pome ay A trait measure of eapathy, a skill seasure of 
espathy and an attitude scale on psychological effectiveness. were 
adsinistered to both counselor trainees and "natural helpers",'i.e. 
_ persons in helping relationships who have not been formally trained 
“.- as gental hdéalth professionals or paraprofessionals. The results 
’ indicated that the measures of eapathy were statistically independent 
+. '\@f each other and the attitude scale. Of all supervisor 
“. - pating--helper empathy correlations for counselors and natural i 
. helpers, only counselors’ eapathy skill significantly correlated with 
np beh dahl yet gl ooo gk Also, the "natural helpers" who were not. 

‘ -‘ ¢padned or oriented to the concept of empathy needed to be provided 
with "test taking skills" before completing the skill feasure of 
eapathy. Por both the trait measure of empathy and the attitude scale 
on psychological effectiveness,’a developmental trend was indicated 
‘with freshaen students scoring lowest, upperclass “helpers” scoring 
higher than upperclass "nonhelpers" and counselor trainees scoring 
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The purposes of this study were'(1) to determine’ the empirical relation- 
ship of Hogan's (1969) measure of empathy as a trait. characteristic with the 
‘+ widely Used Carkhuff (1969 ) Index of Discrimination of empathic responding 


_ and (2) sto add to our understanding of the nature and devel opment of empathy 
in both- professional ly trained “helpers'' and "natural helpers", i.e. those who ae 
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are worRing in helping rel aticnships but have not been formally trained as 

“mental health professionals or, paraprofessionals. : : Z 
Previous studies (e.g. Kurtz & Grummon , 1972). have fibbektuated the inter- 

‘* relationships only of the more ‘counsel ing related measures of empathy such as- < 


the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 1962): and the 


Carkhuff Index’ of Discrimination measure of empathy (1969). Hogants (1975): 


° 


. 4 recent article makes imperative an examination of the relationship of his 
Z measure not only to other empathy measures but also toa variety of "outcome!! 
ty measures of helping relationships... Hogan has suggested that his is perhaps 


‘ ~ “+ a’ "trait't measure of empathy, while the Carkhuff Index of Diggrimination is a 


_ “state! measure of empathy; that clients may feel helped when-either high trait 


beg . 
pO OE 4 7: : 
es empathy or state: empathy is offered. ; a .. 
an The inclusion of two distinct populations of "hebpers" in this study, : a 
Ss along with samples of "non-helpers", provided for not only’a description of . 
Sa te Ld a ; np Swe Aetoc at etidetrak cd 
Ipaper presented at the meeting of the “American Psychological Association, : j NG 
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the. relathonshl ps of the empathy measures ‘to each other. and to Supervisor 


_ tatings, but ‘also for an initial aeplatatian of (1) how both professional and 


4 an 
volunteer he ping experiences affect these two types of empathy and (2) the . 
o ° ° 4 ° an 
; ) ‘ ; : 
devel opment. of these two types of empathy in college populations ranging from 


‘Freshmen thru advanced graduate levels. 4 
21a « ’ 


Skovholt (1974) ‘has cited numerous studies which. have described the’ 


positive personal ity and mental health gains of students and others partic- 


” 


rpabing as "helpers." However , only. a few empirical studies (Carkhuff, *hote 1) 

Pope ,Note 2) have been completed om the ampathy skills persons bring to such ‘ 
" programs “and” ‘how: they change as a funetion, BF "helping! experiences. In this : 
cai, both "helper" groups, as well as the “sical oak control" Groups, . 


hes ponies * to two empathy measures. bath: at the hag inning and end of a Semester ; ® 
of helping experiences.. = 
| The present’ study was viewed as an exploratory, correlational investigation. 
eapactelly in view of the Tack sf previous use of the Hogan empathy scale with . 

the helper populations aoep let in this° study; no hypotheses were specified. 

_ On the basis of previous research (e. 9. Holzberg, Knapp & Turner, 1967) - se 
Kish & iHood , 1975) indicating volunteer he lbees shoWved improvement in attitudes | 7 
‘towards: dar ious mental health concepts as a function of: the helping enprienes, 

” the undergtaduate hetpers an their matched esntrols in. this ‘study were also ie + 
administered the Poe (1973) Psychological Effectiveness Scale. The inclusion de. 
of this scale not only permitted ‘further tests of these previous studies! 

att but ‘also provided. intercorrelat otal data for an ‘exploratory examination 


of the convergent and discriminant validity, of the two empathy measures 


' 


stint trea 3 ——— . ” 


used in this “study. 7 ere ae : ca bg - Es 2 


s 4: - "Method é | 


Sibjects: The: peofassional ty trained helpers feuded sight female and 
rire male graduate - students enrol led in a practicum for second and third year 
dfatuaee students at the University Counsel ing, Center. ‘The “natural “helper? 

— population sample included she male ‘and six female sophomore thru. senior . G 
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level students who were beginning” their. first volunteer experience as ee OE 


"clinicians" for a Children's ‘Physical Developmental Clinic. (While as many 
‘as 50 to 70 students participate in this, program each year, the majority of 
ai the "clinicians" repeat this experience several’ years, ‘orten even after leav- 


ing the university. ) Those volunteer Nelinictans'! work with emotional ly and 


physical ly aystuncti al children ona onitosone basis'in a physical activity 


Fretz, 1974, for FSR REP IRE of the clinic pareleipants and vol- | 


| se 


t “unteers.) ‘| - ° = 
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_ Twelve 'tontral'’ Ss were matched for sex, age, ‘end class with the clini- ° 


center “(see 


cians but not involved in any votungeer elping program. eats of -37 fongle ; 


and 9 male non-hel ping" freshman wore a}so administered the tyo < mea~ 

“sures and Psychological Effectiveness Scale.  -es 4 ; . 
, Measures.” The two measures of empathy were a) the Carkhuff tvidesk at? > 

we "sy Discrimination, the revigbitity: 


oo _ of Helping and and Human Relations (1969 ) and (2) the John Hopkins Attitude: 


and’ validity of which is. 5 described Jin Volume 1 
we 
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Inventory which is the 65 item ee ene empathy scale devel oped hy® ° 
: Hogan (1969). The items for the latter measure were derived from the MMPI 
or in) sa . 


and the CPI as those which empirically discriminate persons judged to be. 


emphatic. Hogan (1975) has reviewed the measure's use with psychiatric in- : . 
terns and ina vallety of personality studies. mS - eerste aie 
Tibet “The Poe’ Psychological Effectiveness Scale (PES) was developed ~ Poe 


(1973) i order to gain a better: understanding. of those attitudes and_ those : 


F : . re 3 Po. * ee. : \ 
; habits that fatilttate a person's functioning at a high level of success and 


_ satisfaction. His measure was dgvel op primarily with col¥ege students and 
consists of 50 itemsseath rated on a nine-point scale. , Reet trcient alpha. 
estimates of reliability’ were in the -90 range.. Means and ‘statidard deviations 
“for psychiatric natteite, “general medical patients and co} lege students show 
the expected. relationship of: increasing. scores for each of those populations 
srespict ively. Poe describes . the scale! s. ‘content as reflecting piychologttels 
author! ties! ideas of effective papionbbikines: 


é ‘Supervisors, of the practicum $s and the undergraduate, “elinicians” were 


tesa to complete ‘three seven point ‘scales for each S (see Table 1 for de- a 
" seripition of the three scales for each Sel taton: Cae 2 3 
Procedure. The graduate sticdents were ‘administered both empathy stales $3 

at the beginning Sof the practicum Sud. again at the and of the semester. The 
undergraduate volunteer "clinicians" were ‘administered the two empathy measures 


and the PES immediately prior to their first meeting with ‘the children in the 


clinic and- ten weeks’ later: after completing their first eight-week progran 
with the children. The matched control abject s $ and the freshman ‘samples were 


administered the measures twice with the same time interval. None of "the ° 


ss 


Subjects, graduate or undergraduate, received systematic training in empathy a 


skills; however, all of the graduate Ss_ were fami tier with Carkhuff's various | 


+. 
writings. None had previously Gomptated, ‘the full Index of Discrimination. 


* ® 


Supervisor © ratings were “col lected at the end of thes semester. : of 
Bas Results 
<. 
Before donsidavtng the results regarding the two areas of. ‘primary in- 


terest, i.e. ‘interrelationships of the empathy scales: and the nature and: _ 
devel opment of empathy in both professional ly trained" and: natural” helpers, 


_ tt is critical to note that significant problems accurred'with the use of ‘the 


* ° 


@ Pe : : 
* ot Carkhutt Lee of Discrimination (cio). ' Since none -of the acai aad 


e 


had ih cai ols to any wei tings or straining in ‘empathy and‘ were provided ° 


. 


--gin this study only with the brief directions. for the, CID given ip ‘Carkhuf ss a 
‘ (1969 ), many of the ‘subjects raised numarous questions and showed great con- > ag 
=. me ‘ ° ° t 
fusion as to just what their task wag and felt quite puzzled abqut how to make 


1; the requested ‘ratings. Consequently , before proceeding with other analyses, -_ P 


correlations were computed between the begi nning and end of semester admin- 


istrations of thé two empathy measures and. the PES. : ” gee "a : 
«' A me fe ; ” 


It is possible to conside? the: clinician-matched upperclass control 3s 


tee a é - 


"and the Freshmen Ss Se mpaepitate samples for test-retest esthnates of p = 
4 re eD TTY since none of these a were involved in any exper tence mena 


to aftact their ‘empathic characteristics or skills. For the noagn onsatiy 


» 


‘ scale (HES), the uppercless Ss' “correlation between the begi aning and end.. 
“5 _ of semester administrations was -80, for thé CJD, -.30, For the freshmen 
sel the’ ‘Fespectiye sorrdlutions were 78 for the HES and .47 for the C10. . ‘ 


: e 


Sor the PES the upperclabsin te testeretest correlation was .97, for freshnef 


279. Obviously > these subjects” were completing the CID with extreme intra. _ 


! 
‘ 


individual variability. reflecting either measurement instability or divecsa = 
om roe ~ experiences significantly and variably offectinih Ss! Gnpathy ‘skills. Based 


-on*-obseryat ions during. test wintaletrSetso we believe the former circumstance +. *-° 
: ? - 4 


is the appropriate explariation. .Congeqyently, all subsequent results ins gn me . 


s8S @ Fe 


oo "volving data from the Gh. should be considered most cautiously. w 


ao® « 
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oye Most importantly, as will be further discussed below, researchers: -shoyts 


‘, 


be advised that. subjects completely naive aoeee empathy reed some preliminary : 

training’ bette they are ‘asked. to complete the ciD. This suggestion i's . 
8 vadpparred by citing that the graduate’ counsel ing practicum $ Ss, -who fad some 
previbus. exposure to Carkhuff's writing did show. a. fj rst-second wail Pxkrakion 


correlation of .80 on the Carkhuff scale whereas the volunteer "clinicians," 
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“with no previous exposure to Carkhuff's writing, the first-second adminis 


_ tration correlation was -.14. (For the HES, the first-second administration 
correlations weré .86 and .72 for the graduate and "clinictan', samples , re- - 
Spect{ively.). . rai : $ : a 


> 


8 « The interrelationships of the empathy meastites and their relationship to 
supervisory ratings were determined by coppleting Pearson r cofrel ations of coal 
ce : Bg A og 


- these variables for ‘each of the various samples » broken down into male and Cats 
female samples, and as a total Sonpias Across all Ss‘, ¢the intercorre) ation cS [s 
of the Carkhutf and Hogan. empathy Keasttes vias +.08. - There was considerable 

variability in the diectfon and size oF this relationship: ‘ranging. from a -.32. 
correlation : between these two measures for the upperclass Fémale "controk™ ~ 4 


’ 


oy 


Ss ,to+. “41 for the graduate practicum ecala 
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It is quite obvious” From the corre] ations between the. two empathy measures ¢ 


we 


and their relationships ten ite supervisor ratings ‘as described below, that: ’ ‘‘ 
they, are statistically independent measures. a: : : 

As a farther assessment of evidence of either discriminant” or conver= 
gent validity, he CID and HES scores of all the wnderataduate “helper! es 
Monat pest” samples were corrélated with their PES scores. ‘The correlation zy 
between ‘the CID ee. the bes was .00, between the HES and PEs scale, -.01. a es 
Again eh was candidershls variability in the nature of these Se : 

oe 


for the SAR groUps:, for the CID and PES, ranging a a -.52 for the male 


ite inicians" tots +32 for the male ‘Freshman; for the ‘HES and PES, from - 86 es 


for the male "clinicians" to +.55 for. the female clinictans. There were no .* Ses 
systenatic male-femaje difference in these inter nessure ‘rel at ionships. ‘In? sum, a 
pete al . . ” 


; all three measures used ‘inethe- preset ‘study ‘anvent to Be statistically ine 


, dependent from each other. ° fi: ~  *. 
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e . ce Se 7 
: Table | provides the correlations of the seeond sihatnietvakton of the . 
_two different eepacky measures wath end-of-the-senester dupervi sor feehngd fori 
? each of the two thetper"* samples. The table headings. vatiec€ that the itenis.. 


’ thd mung rvioars rated were somewhat different for each’ of the’ two groups; the 
results are Braker -down. by sex of respondents since the pattern appeared to be 


quite different. _ However, the n' of each group is so ‘small that the differences 


ee between male and female samples were aie statistically’ significantly different, 


Pp? .05 level. The signs in this table “have alt be adjusted. to reflect that the 


_ 


Tower the CID, ‘the better the performance, waerass on the HES and all the .rat- 


ting scales, higher scores. represented better performance. s at : 
ae eS It can be noted in Table- 3 that C10, scores, correlated positively with all: 


. siperet sors! ratings for both, male and Fenale counseling piackicums subjects. 
oe However, for both mate and fenate Nel thictans"™ the correlations with supervisor 


ratings were consistently negative. Obviously, PPACELCW: students’. . Supervi ars 


were valuing that which we ciD assesses, whereas the clinician supervisors were | 
rm . . . Z . ye . . . y 4 ea 


iw ; Ay 4 ies 


ioe ° v 


ae For the Hogan scale, the restiJts are much less clear either across groups 
bo ” ; 4 ee te - : 


for any.given supervisory, scale, or wi thin groups across all supervisory scaJes. 


ao daly for the male peeptioum $s do the signs and magnT tice of the correlations 
te aya » 2 - 
2 _.' suggest ony seantogtut relationship, and this in an unerpectefhegstive 


is Fy, direction (see’ further elaboration of these seating below) « foe ae 


‘ = Por the "cl Tnicians " correlations were also computed between Supervisors! 


ae 
ratings and the PES. For females, these. were --13, +.43 dnd - WG for. the — 
. . respective scale headings in Table 1, for the males, ~.25, +. 06, and = 16. . 


. 


Like correlations tebe. the Hogan scale and supervisory ratings, the signs 


ig a 


i : . and. gagni tude of. these correlations de not suggest any ‘meaningful relationship ae 


core és + ~ ra F my ¢ ry ‘its 4 ‘ ay € Og FE OG oe nn os 
wie? Pee) er sf Bos . ‘ oo ‘ . : a pee) 


+) . ie - « , é = . % : ; ‘ o a * : er 8 yt ie é 

e. + either wtthtn (groups or for any one supervisory scale. . % ; 

, ye a ou ~ = $ 4 4 : 
: © Beckie °oF the small_n ‘of each group, few of the torcelations Jest : a 


3 described in Table attain Statistical Stanlt leonee, Moreover ,, even the 


+ < 2 
“ae 4 —- absolute magnitude of the correlations should be considered cautiously. The 
, . * ‘os 
range of Scores oF both male and”female graduate students ‘for both iii i ; oe 


measures was quite aatl , the mean levePs {see Table, 2) were also quite 
4 vegas 


high -- equivalent- to CerkhuFf's (1969) sample of experienced, though not 


systematically empathy trained counsettrss and: several scale points: above. the ; 


means for col lege. student ° samples! an the: Hogan scale: (Hogan. Note. 3). 


For the “ebinicians)’ mean scores Yand_standard evPat tons on the CiD are 
“equivalent to Carkhuff''s volunteer helpers (Hote: A ‘Their BOTA | the 


te * Hogan ‘scale, Vike those of the graduate 3: Ss° were several ‘scale points higher ; 


’ 


than typical “undergraduates. ee oe : 2 


Consequently ‘the correlations Mure. were, in part, between variables . 
a . v \ ‘ 3 $3 Bes 8 
oy with a restricted er and EeOnBE be general tzéd ta populations ames would 


WO Be. = OF show a broader’ ‘range of scores. (ts one example of: the decaptivensss of a. 


. fn ea 


correlation obtained, for. the n of five male pract! cun students, Hogan scores 
were 42, 43, 43, 45 and 47 with practicum gradés - of A, As A, B, & B respec | 


i tlvely:. These data ‘yielded a correlation of - 96). tnt 


ta ’ at ae assess the effects of the belping Giuettanse for the. samples: of graduate ° 


and: sundérgraduate Hhelpers," correlated t-tests were run between the pre- and 


‘post experience scores for ech of the groups om the two empathy measures; ‘andi: 


Me tS ite for the HeFinicians"® also on nthe PES. None of ine tetests indicated Stat lstlee al 
oi cas e - ally significant changes, p < -05. Therefore, it can. be concluded that the 


a ; = 0 practicun and volunteer telping experiences, neither of which included . 
f ¢, .. ‘ ae c 
s 4 systematic training in empathy, did not signi ffeantly effect Ss's empathy . 
“oe op : ve ! : * 
characteristics or skilts ‘as reflected in the Hes and CID or the cliniejan's Ween 


. ‘ - - 
t 9 ees, ‘ ? ‘ 


gg 
ae eS wn ot Ht 


Be, Beg bie pi ’ ; Hae to 


ma of “he distribution of the raw ‘scores of Ss! in each of these groups. re~ 


ie evident faz both males and teadtaky: with the freshmen obtaining the. lowest a 


a Fatritudes toward positive mental health 38 as nyllected in the PES. + Examisptign | 


: vealed there side no eset direct} oth trend. of changes’ in scores on: any oi 


‘ ~ 
- ° . 
. . e 


of the variables. sejnored:: ; 3a ; ve ces & ‘ 


ae ees 
a ae ile a ’ t *e r ry 


: ‘Statistical comparisorts of means of %he va' fous groups on the two, ‘ 


empathy- measures and the PES did yield several sgnificant differences. 


° Practicum stident fenates yand males each scored $s: “nificantly, higher on the cD ? 


“than: did any of. the other “samples. No othér intergroup differences, on the: cip 


were: statistical ly. significant... For the Nes, the only statistically “signi f- 


‘eicant intergroup -comparison was the sadcots fudien isthe freshmen’ ‘females. 
° . 2 ai + . * 


For the PES, pone of tHe intergroup compard songwere statistical Wy signif-.— 


icant. Monger for both, the HES ied the PES, a developmental, end was. 
€ 
4 Z 


<a then the upperclass helper “elinicians",” then the graduate practicum $s with 


; 6 ; 
» "tha highest means... - . —_ Bey 
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_The- results of the present aresy provide further evidence is Hatis- 


« 
. . 


sid tical, inc eptndénce of diverse measures ‘of empathy. In oti of reviogs “erit-. 
icisms by Rappaport ‘and Chinsky (1972) and the results ‘of sighie’ with mul-, 
tiple: measures of empathy ‘Such as Kurtz and Grunnon (1972) it is suite ‘clear 
that we h ve yet, to ‘establish any cofivergent validity of ineasures of ae: : 
od “When empatiy: is re: construct. under. Investigation, reports of ragearch must 
Pe be quite explicit $s to what measures ot f ebpathy ser were employed: ‘and the Implicar 
| tiors. of testing fypotheses with the. Inherent nt tations of the measure employed. 
At the more "conceptual ‘evel , bia seems increasingly sida that our Neer J 


‘ standing of the cole of empathy in hetping relationships ek be handicapped *- 


eee ‘ 
eee ¢ < 
‘ Se Oe : . 


isi 
as Tong as we ‘think of. mapaithy wa unidimens tonal contruct. Hogan's‘ (1975) 


mean scores on each ae the sipeereines ~non-helper "control s' the next: lowest : 7 


ee 
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i aa tee ie, ie ae OD. ~ 

: : MRL IEEE, ‘récognition’ of this possible maltidimengonal ity ‘and his suggestion J ar 


» 


- at the trait- state dimdnsions. needs careful testing. It is regrettable that 


oe “the data in the ae study hice provide - om even an exploratory investi ger a 
, tion -of this prdpesi ton. To test this” proposition . sample Ss. "would “*have been 
i. needed in, at least three “cells": Vw on both empathy scales, High on. "trait'! a 
— nes and Tow on ngtate," and vice versa.” In. the present study all giedaaia subjects Kt 4 


. fell, in. the eet. not really needed to test the proposition: ‘high on both | 


e . y 7 b < 7 ga 


meee > : . The Melinjeians" penara] ty. fers in the. Stroup high on "trait! and low 


i . 


a 


: on testate". Exceptions provided n' s of oalyvone in each of thé’ pther’ celia - 
‘¢ . e er no sh | 
a ee thereby. precluding a neaningful- exploratory “examinat fon. ae we Be Se ae 
we ; At the sane time, the adata. in re present study de suggest significast ite el 
id a - '‘ v7) pikes 22. e 

: ‘problems may occur in. a test ‘af. the proposition. Aronieatiy, to ‘the extent - wa 
SL ee ar 

7 ar that depen 1s" correct in that his is a freasure of the strait of enpattiy gone , to 

2 ? r < < ee seo 
‘might hypothesize Shee those who” select voluntger, Heiolng or professional te 4 
“helping roles would those who do ‘score high on “the trait; consequently! or o of 
A ‘ * 


ad 


eotataing a snpie oe subjects iho are Tow Qn "the Hogan scaie and ‘involved. in® 


baie ane . “4 
helping: relationships may be a W cat? aifficult ‘task. Perhaps a. mony ‘labiratory 


analogue approach ‘woyld be appropriate, i, +e. simply take a oe nunber of 7 . S. 

subjects, ‘wi thout regard to-their "yelping! interests; identifying a veal of : te 

‘both. loll scorifig and high scoring persons on the ves and” then providing: 

ea * i systematic training In Carkhuff type empathy skills to half of ‘each group. ond’ as ; 
oe fina ly, have all $s conduct critertok, “interviews!".* An this way, one could” 


I : _Sreate the naGhesary four cells for festing the proposition, that "' eNents " 


‘woa experience being hetped by either or both types of eapatity, but ne by 
‘gk ‘ 


$s Jacking either’ type. oe, A = Ree ae we Mies BE Sas ‘ 

; a: & , sai _ nae fi 
‘ ‘ 3 i 
te see xe : ae . 
= ae fea , e Hf e x 7 
: a : . a “ 
ee e, F ns ; 2 

Z 4 x 11- : . gate ot Py ; ¢ ; ze K . 

° . on 7 Ra ee Pls: 

9 3 2 4 F TR a ; gh 
* s g re “Terao, 


ot Regarding “the sa the very consistent negative relationship between 
Fa rae aan . : 8 ene 28 + 


; * ; S$, ond eee 
. Clinichan CID scores and supervisors’ ratings of performance on conceptually 
* . e . 4 is . % 


2 relevant scales, e.g. anit hey % relate ‘tothe, children, indicates supstyi sore 


are not valuing those skills that are assessed by the, carkhuff measure.~ The . 
2 ee 


. “elinicigns' average level of empathy is not very effective. (see Carkhuff, 1969) . 


Unlike the loosely. structured volunteer, companion rogram investigated by : . 


° 


, “Corkhuff (Note 1), the Program: in ‘which the present clinictans participated 


mPa is orfe. of ‘tong standing recognition as dies effective in. dea¥ing with mildly. 


‘dysfunctional children. “Also, cunt ke “carktuff?'s camfanton ‘program. (Note 1), ) 


_ wy th. its highedropout, (ites most clinicta ‘ans participate ° “many ‘years; particn . 


. . 


_bpating childten's p parents offen avs to be requested to wi chdraw their chi v= “ 


HL = « fren. from repeated ‘participation’ in order te make room for” other children to 


a 


enter . the: program. Needless to say,, , there is an experience of mutual dcceptance 


‘s of helpfulness, despite poor level $00 pedsuirad empathy skills on the part of" 
; oe “the Gfinigians. and supervisors not valuing these particular skiT Is. “Eg remains @ an- oe 
. ~* 7% z ; empirical uae ar mae or notvenpathy ‘training of the Sianieeed and/aty. les : 
eS . 
<a if the SLinici ads would result in: any tangible evidence of Inptoved performance eS } 
“ ab the propa” : “ak eyo cas ee #, oe 8, 
_ “Situations auch 2s nis one. Present a curious paradox in that, ‘since’ it is 2 tm 


to 
' « 


alre4 4 identified that the ‘supervisors do, Wot value "empathy skills, ‘traietng of -; hol 


* the sclinicians, in these Miswould certainly not fooiehe their supervisory; ro ” 
“ratings side ths Supafvisors are not "valuing these skills. On the other hand es 
“Tf both supervisors ace clintcians dre. trained in empathy skilis a convinced 
et o of their thee cats then of course those “el inicians ywho have higher levels of. - “iy 


eae ek oy 


J ‘these skills 11. be rates’ as most, effective’ Research such as “this, must be » 


Sd 
he 
e 
- 


a : iy! 


® 


f the level cited by Poe (1973) for mentally heal thy individuals. 


; — i — W 


undertaken with outcome eriterta’in. addition to empathy ratings so that it 
can be clearly determined whether ‘empathy triatning provides any incremental 


. / » 
gain to the present program operation. = 


“ 


53 This study also identified othe need for "test taking" training of "empathy 


¢ 
naive" subjects prior to their sg of 8 cw. (As is evident in a companion 
paper n this " symposium, such training can be accomplished in relatively short 


periods of time and thereby ns reliable dite. ) 


‘Turning to a consideration of +h results obtained with the Psycho- 


ee Effectiveness Scale, it should Suita’ not be arprising that the help- 


‘ing experience did not significantly influence the students’ perceptions of 


psychological effectiveness since their preclinic mean score indicated their 
. \ 
attitudes about what constitutes a sentally healthy person were already at 


such as xia Kish (1972) and Holzberg, Knapp & Turner (1967) were identifying 


i significant improvements tn negative attitudes towards mental ly dysfunctional 


, as compared to mental ly healthy persons. 


Perhaps the most heuristic Gata in the present study is the suggested 


developmental trend for both the Hogan empathy scale and the Psychological 


Effectiveness Scale. Appropriate cross-sectional assessment is needed by age | 


as well as institutional level. It is quite possible that .the self-selection 


“ of the clinicians and the practicum students of helping roles is more the: 


critical factor than a developmental trend. Results of such an investigation 


become important’ in any event; if a time developmental trend exists, such 


tudes about mental health. If on the other hand the developments are not age 


+ 


data are of considerable importance in our understanding of empathy and atti- , 


Fo silemohemens bea aijeaapt 


Previous studies 


related but rather related to staying in college and/or selecting helping roles, 


the data then have significant educational and career implications. 


» » 


7 13 ; | eres 


Table 1, 
Mi Correlations of Supervisory Ratings with Empathy Scales. 
z _ (2nd Administration) Zoe 
; 5 
f ¥ al Empathy Scale | 
a Carkhuff ; Hogan : | < 
is ; Index of Discrimination “i Empathy Scale 
© 08 ‘ r) ’ t 
z | Supervisor Scale Heading | Supervisor. Scale Heading 
' - ¢ : . 
‘ : ; 
rip { Overal! ; * 

' C tence -| Potential Sy 
\ Graduate +.25° . #.23-). 
‘Practicum Ss mi +.56 4.91% 6 +63 -.57° -.86* 5 =.96% 

y : . ; 
‘ “ ge Relates Relates 
; . ; | Overall ‘ Helps .|—ito Overall Helps {to 
“ *0 ' Competence Children . Children Competence Children ‘Children 
ieee . eat ‘ 4 . 4 
Volunteer. oF -.13 é 2.49 7.28 | -00 4 50 * ay oo 
$ . A bg & 4 . 
- "Clinicians" M! -.26 ' =.29 -.26 | 1 rs.) -2) 
” ’ rae . itt 
; cd ‘ . P; = " 
ko p< -Q5 = _ o 
: 7 ‘ 
P e ‘i : 
S 
te ~. “ = * 


is Table 2 , . , : $e 
: ; bv 
. Mean Scores and.Standard Devistions on Empathy Scales and Psychological 
Effectiveness Scale , ‘ 


(1st Administration) 


° 


: . Group E 
Graduate Volunteer iboarclass i 
Scale __Practicum $s "Clinicians" -‘ Controls . Freshmen 


i P 
. F(n=8) M(ne5) | F(n=6) -M(n=6) F(n=6) M(n=6)° F(n=37) M(n=9) 


“Carkhuff's Index, =X * | 0.58 °0.57 1.26 1.48 ee 1.35. 145 


of Discrimination $.D. 0.18 =0.09 9.3 0-30 0.26 0.12 | 0.30 0.27 


% : ; e Sag? a P 
Hogan's Empathy * xX (46.5 44.0 ° 43.8 ‘ 43.0 39.3 4I.1 38.5 39.2 


Seale - ‘SD. hee 3.6 2.9 h.5 -5.2 °° &.3 | 68 5.4 - 
Poe's Psychological .X = --n.a. na. ($58.3 346.0 353.0 ~ 334.6 336.4 329.5 
‘pail et a 
Effectiveness Scale S.D. yma. oma, 3B 3263-2 31-7, SH 42.8 74.8 
; 4 a8 ; ; ae ; ‘ ; Js . ¥ 
. D Cs ‘ Es emma 
- 4 7 . 
e , ‘ : ’ . 
; ; 19 P 
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